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ABSTRACT
Officially Reported Characteristics of Spouse Abuse Victims
Seeki ng Assistance in Utah, 1992
by
Kevin D Thompson, Master of Science
Utah State University, 1994
Major Professor Dr. Scot M Allgood
Department: Family and Human Development
Spouse abuse is a significant social problem that has recently received considerable
attent io n by family researchers. National stud ies have estimated the incidence of spouse
abuse in the United States, but few studies have been conducted at the state or local level
Data were obtained from the Utah Division of Family Services Domestic Violence
Client Record (Fonn 741 -S) reporting system. A total of 1,363 primary victims of spouse
abuse was identified for the calendar year 1992
It is posited that victims oflow socioeconomic status and victims of severe
physical abuse are more likely to return to their own home after leaving a spouse abuse
shelter. The victim's living arrangement at closure was cross tabulated with data on their
socioeconomic status and the severi ty of abuse as determined by the level of medical
treatment required.
It is further posited that spouse abuse victims from urban counties are not
significantly different from victi ms from nonurban counties. I -test analyses compared
violence, social-psychological, and family factors along with the type and number of
services provided fo r spouse abuse victims from urban and nonurban counties

vii i
The data suggest that spouse abuse victims of middle and upper socioeconomic
status are more likely to return to their own homes after receiving services than women of
lower and poverty status.

o relationship was found between severity of abuse and living

arrangements after receivi ng services. The data also suggest that there is a significant
difference between spouse abuse vic tims from urba n and nonurban counties. Incidence
rates for victims seeking services were nearly twice as high for nonurban counties
compared with urban counties.
While the 741-S system can provide valuable data for family violence researchers,
the present system needs to be modified Clear definitions, specific guidelines. additional
training for case workers, and a modified data entry system will make the system more
user-friendly and facilitate statistical analysis. Research conducted at the local level can
provide policy makers with valuable data that can be used to improve domestic violence
treatment and prevention services.
(65 pages)

fNTRODUCTION

The emergence of research o n family violence during the past two decades has led
some to conclude that this issue is a recent phenomenon that has suddenly burst onto the
scene and grown to epidemic proportions. However, as Gelles (1993) has pointed out,
the incidence of family violence can be found throughout history. Examples of spouse
abuse, child abuse, elder abuse, and sibling violence can be found in literature , music,
poetry, an and the recorded histories of nearly every known culture For example,
according to Judea-Christian theology, the first recorded death in history was a sibling
homicide, when Cain killed his brother Abel (Genesis 4 :8).
For centuries, much of what is now considered inappropriate family vio lence was
not o nly considered appropriate but normal and even necessary .
. . the history of women in European and America n societies has been one in
which women have been victims of physical assault. A Roman husband could
chastise, divorce, or kill his wife. Blackstone's codification of English common
law in 1768 asserted that husbands had the right to "physically chastise" an errant
wife, provided that the stick was no thicker than his thumb; thus the "rule of
thumb" was born. In 1824, a Mississippi coun set the precedent for allowing
corporal punishment of wives by husbands. This precedent held for more than 40
years. (Gelles, 1993, p. 2)
While many researchers cite the article by Kempe, Silverman. Steele,
Drogemueller, and Silver ( 1962), "The Battered Child Syndrome," as the major starti ng
point for research on family violence, research on spouse abuse was virtually nonexistent
until the early 1970s (Gelles, 1987). A review of the index for the Journal of Marriage
and the Family (O'Brien, 1971) revealed that not one article containing the word
"violence" in the title appeared in the Joumal from its inception in 1939 through 1969
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Research on spouse abuse has been severely hampered by the lack of preexisting data
bases from which to derive reliable estimates of the incidence, frequency, and severity of
abuse. In addition, no widely accepted identification procedures have been adopted, and
reporting is sporadic even in the few states that have mandatory reporting laws (Stark &
Flitcraft, 1988). The emergence of family violence as a major research topic during the
1970s has been linked to increased sensitivity to violence due to the Vietnam war, the
emergence of the women's movement, and the decline of the consensus model of society in
the social sciences (Gelles, 1980, 1987; Gelles & Cornell, 1990).
While efforts to curb child abuse can be traced back to the mid 19th century, the
emergence of spouse abuse as a social problem has been much more recent. Women's
groups began to organize safe houses and battered women's shelters in the United States

in 1972 and, in 197 5, the National Organization for Women created a task force to
examine wife battering (Getles, 1993 ). It was not until the late 1980s that states began to
enact laws to protect women from abuse. While Congress and state legislatures have
enacted stiff penalties to protect children from abuse, lawmakers have been hesitant to
enact spouse abuse legislation. Many law enforcement agencies remain hesitant to
intervene in domestic disputes and prefer to let the couple work out their own problems
(Walker, 1984), and many communities still lack sufficient shelter, treatment, and
prevention services for victims and their families.
Recent data suggest that wife abuse may be the single most common cause of
injury for which women seek medical attention, accounting for more injuries than
automobile crashes, muggings, and rape combined (Stark & Flitcraft, 1988, 1991 ).
Battered women are more likely to present with general medical, behavioral, and
psychiatric problems or vague medical complaints than for trauma care (Stark & Flitcraft,
199 1). Researchers (Stark & Flit craft, 1988) have also identified a battering syndrome
among abused women characterized by a history of physical trauma accompanied by a

disproportionate risk of rape, miscarriage and abortion, alcohol and drug use. attempted
suicide, child abuse, and mental illness
Rollins and Oheneba-Sakyi ( 1990) have estimated that, during 1985, husband-towife severe physical violence occurred in 3.4% of the married househo lds in Utah
compared to 3.0% in the United States in general Severe wife-to-husband violence
occurred in 5.3% of the married households in Utah compared to 4 4% in the Uni ted
States during that same year. While these findings suggest that marital violence may be
more prevalent in Utah than in the United States in general , there has been little research
published which may explain this phenomenon. Those studies that have been published
(Rollins & Manscill, 1986; Rollins & Oheneba-Sakyi , 1990) are primarily descriptive
studies that focus on the demographic characteristics of spouse abuse victims and their
abusers .
While the demand for shelter, treatment , legal, and health services for spouse
abuse victims continues to grow, policy makers are faced with a limited pool of financial
resources from which these services can be funded . To adequately address these growing
needs, policy makers, service providers, and program developers need additional sou rces
of data to ensure that available resources are distributed effectively and to justi fy the
allocation of additional resources. As Giles-Sims ( 1983) has stated, "If violence is not
revealed as a common occurrence in families, neither professionals nor others will regard it
as a societal problem and look for so luti o ns wit hin the soc ial st ru cture" (p 12).
This study focused on reported cases of spouse abuse in Utah during 1992. Data
were provided by the Utah Division of Family Services 7.41 -S data system This system
collects data from any spouse abuse victim that seeks services from any public or private
shelter or service provider in Utah that receives Title IV-A funds from the Divi sio n. The
system includes demographic information on the primary victim as well as other family
members who have also been victimized. In addition, the system collects data on the

characteristics of the primary victim and the perpetrator such as substance abuse.
socioeconomic factors. history of abuse in the family of origin, social factors. and type of
abuse The system also includes data on the victim's living arrangements prior to and
following services and the type of services provided.
The purpose of this study is to provide a preliminary analysis of the characteristi cs
of spouse abuse victims who seek assistance from spouse abuse shelters and other
agencies in Utah. The intended audience includes elected officials. law enforcement
agencies, service providers. students. researchers. and human service administrators and
policy makers.

LITERATURE REVTEW

The first large-scale empirical study on spouse abuse was not published until the
late 1970s when Straus, Gelles, and Steinmetz ( 1980) published the result s of their
nationally representative sample of2, 143 American couples. That study revealed that at
least one violent incident occurred in 16%, or one of every six American families during
the year of the study (1975-76). When the entire length of the marriage was considered,
28% of the couples surveyed reported engaging in at least one violent act against his or
her partner Although this rate may seem high. Straus and colleagues estimated that the
actual incidence of spouse abuse was much higher than 28%: possibly as high as 50%60% of all couples have committed at least one violent act during their marriage (Straus,
et al., 1980).
Ten years after their initial study. Straus and Gelles ( 1986) conducted a follow -up
study using a nationally representati ve sample of3 .520 families . This study found that
incidence rates for spouse abuse actually dropped 26.5% from a rate of 121 per I,000
couples in 1975 to 113 per l ,000 couples in 1985 This decrease was accompanied by an
even more significant 47% decrease in the incidence of child abuse. Even with this
significant decrease, Straus and Gelles ( 1986) estimated that more than l 6 million women
were beaten by their husbands during 1985 . The authors attributed the decrease in spouse
abuse rates to an increase in the number of egalitarian marriages, improved economic
co nditions, alternatives such as battered women shelt ers, treatment programs for abusers
and their victims, and deterrence programs such as mandatory arrest laws (Gelles &
Cornell , 1990: Straus & Gelles, 1986). However, other researchers (Egley, 1991) have
questioned the validity of Straus and Gelles' conclusions due to methodological differences
between the 1975 and 1985 stud ies.
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Other data sources that have been used to estimate the incidence of spouse abuse
include the Federal Bureau of Investigation's Uniform Crime Report (UCR) and the
National Crime Survey (NCS). The UCR includes statist ics on the incidence of homicide
and aggravated assault but only includes those cases that are reponed to law enforcement
agencies and, for aggravated assaults, does not indicate whether the victim and perpetrato r
are married (Stark & Flitcraft, 1991). The UCR Supplemental Homicide Repons (SHR)
include information on the relationship of the victim to the offender on murder and nonnegligent manslaughter cases (Mercy & Saltzman, 1989) According to UCR statistics.
spousal homicides account for 8.8% of all murders committed in the U.S (Mercy &
Saltzman, 1989), while in Utah 3.8% of all murders are spouse murders (Rollins &
Manscill, 1986). Nationally, 806 husbands were killed by their wives, while 1,3 I 0 wives
were slain by their husbands during 1984 (Gelles & Co rnell , 1990). The spouse homicide
rate is 1.6 per I 00,000 married persons, with wives being at 1.3 times the risk of hu sbands
(Mercy & Saltzman, 1989).
The NCS is a general population survey conducted each year by the Department of
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics that estimates the incidence of violence that may or
may not have been reported to the police The most recent NCS data (Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 1992) estimate that 146,580 cases of assault between spouses occurred during
1991 . In addition, an estimated 71,340 cases of assault occurred between ex-spouses
during that same year.
Earlier studies used data from medical or mental health clinical populations and
battered women's shelters. Current sources of data include local police department
reports that include much more detail than UCR data (Saltzman et al. , 1990, Saltzman.
Mercy, & Rhodes, 1992) and hospital emergency room and discharge reports (Stark &
Flitcraft, 1991 ).
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Straus and colleagues measured the incidence of violence using the Conflict
Tactics Scales (CTS) (Straus & Gelles, 1988; Straus et al. , 1980). The CTS asks
respondents to think of situations in the past year when they had a disagreement or were
angry with their spouse and to indicate how often they engaged in each act included in the
scales. The 1975 version ofthe CTS consisted of 19 items, 8 ofwhich are considered
violent. Since the CTS was introduced, it has been used for a follow-up study (Gelles &
Conte, 1991 ; Straus and Gelles, 1986) and by many other researchers (Arias & Beach,

1987; Julian & McKenry, 1993; Kennedy, Forde, Smith, & Dutton, 1991 ; Rollins &
Oheneba-Sakyi, 1990; Szinovacz, 1983 ; also see Straus & Gelles, -1988 for a summary
table ofCTS studies by other investigators). Although the CTS has been criticized by
some researchers (Dobash, Dobash, Wilson, & Daly, 1992; Saunders, 1988), this method
continues to be the most widely used data collection tool on spouse abuse.
In summarizing the findings from their national studies (Straus & Gelles, 1986;
Straus et al. , 1980), Straus and colleagues identified 19 characteristics associated with a
high rate of spousal violence:
Husband employed part time or unemployed
Family income below the poverty line
Husband employed as a manual worker
Husband very worried about economic security
Wife very dissatisfied with standard of living
Two or more children
Disagreement over children
Grew up in family in which father hit mother
Married less than ten years
Age thirty or under
Non-white racial group
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Above average score on Marital Conflict Index
Very high score on Stress Index
Wife dominant in family decisions
Husband was verbally aggressive to wife
Wife was verbally aggressive to husband
Gets drunk but not alcoholic
Lived in neighborhood less than two years
No participation in organized religion
In addition, they found that families in which the husband is dominant in family
decisions. the wife is a full-time homemaker. and the wife is very worried about economic
security were at increased risk for wife beating. Families in which the wife was physically
punished by her father at age 13 and beyond, the wife grew up in a family in which mother
hit father. and the wife is empl oyed as a manual worker were at increased risk for husband
abuse (Straus et al. , 1980).
Straus and colleagues ( 1980) found that , while spouse abuse was reponed in all
socioeconomic levels, families living at or below the poveny line had a spouse abuse rate
that was 500% greater than the rate among the most well-to-do families and that the
likelihood of extreme violence is much greater in the home of a poor family than in the
home of a wealthy family. However, Walker ( 1979) found that women of lower
socioeconomic levels are more likely to contact communi ty agencies, so their problems are
more visible. Middle and upper class women do not want to make their batterings public
in an attempt to avoid social embarrassment and harming their husbands' professional and
social image. Walker ( 1986) suggested that the "prepo nderance of reported violence is
seen in lower class, less educated , and poorer families because they are less sophisticated
in the need to hide it and most likely will use public agencies for assistance" (p 83)
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When violence occurs between husbands and wives, it tends to be a recurrent
feature of the marriage. Straus and colleagues (1980) found that 47% of the husbands
who beat their wives and 53% of the wives who beat their husbands did so three o r more
times during the year.
Recent studies suggest that abuse rates among homosexual couples may be similar
to heterosexual couples and may be even slightly higher in lesbian relationships Renzetti
( 1992) cited comparison studies of women in lesbian and heterosexual relationships that
found that 25% of the women in homosexual relationships reponed being physically
abused in committed relationships. whereas 27% of the heterosexual respondents stated
that they had been physically abused by their male panners. Renzetti ( 1992) also cited
research suggesting that violence occurs in I 0%-20% of gay men's relationships.
"However, studies of homosexual panner abuse have had to utilize non random, selfselected samples. Therefore, they are not true prevalence studies" (Renzetti, 1992, p. 19) .
One of the characteristics identified by Straus et al. ( 1980) that has received
considerable attention in the literature is that children who have been exposed to family
violence, either through their own abuse or by observing violence between their parents,
are more likely to experience violence in their own marriages and that the greater the
frequency of violence, the greater the chance that the child will be abusive as an adult
(Alexander, Moore, & Alexander, 1991 ; Emery, 1989; Gelles, 1980, 1987; Hampton &
Coner-Edwards, 1993; Johnston, 1988; Lewis, 1987 ; Rou se, 1988 ; Stark & Flitcraft ,
1988; Steinmetz, 1986; Walker, 1979, 1984). This factor is panicularly influential among
males, when the abuse was committed by the father (Alexander et al., 1991) and when the
exposure to the use of physical force occurred during the teen years (Rouse, 1988).
Females who were raised in a vio lent home are also at greater risk of being abused by their
spouse (Gelles, 1987; Walker, 1984).
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Studies have also found that spouse abuse may be the single most imponant risk
factor for child abuse (Stark & Flitcrafi. 1988, 199 1; Walker, 1988) Straus and
colleagues (1980) found that the risk of child abuse is 12% higher in homes where the
husband abuses his wife. Estimates of the incidence of child abuse range from 30% to
70% of all homes where the husband batters his wife (Stark & Flitcrafi. 1991 ). Walker
( 1979, 1988) found that approximately one third of the wife batterers in her study also
beat their children and in another third of the cases the battered mother beat her children.
while Bowker, Arbitell, and McFerron (1988) found that children ofballered wives are
more often beaten by their fathers th an by their mothers.
The CTS has also been used to estimate the incidence of family violence in Utah
Using a random sample of 1,471 families , Rollins and Oheneba-Sakyi (1990) estimated
that husband-to-wife severe physical violence (kicking. biting, hilling with a fist, hilling or
trying to hit with an object, beating up, using or threatening to use a knife or gu n)
occurred in 3.4% of the married households in Utah compared to 3.0% in the U.S. (S traus
& Gelles. 1986). Wife-to-husband severe violence occurred in 5.3% of the married

households in Utah compared to 4.4 % nationwide.
One of the most controversial results of the CTS study is the finding that the rates
for violence committed by wives (II 6%) were nearly as high as the rates for violence
committed by husbands (12. 1%) (Steinmetz, 1978; Straus et al , 1980). Feminist
researchers have criticized this finding (Dobash et al. 1992; Saunders, 1988). Citing
analyses ofNCS and UCR data that indicate that women constitute 90%-95% of the
victims in domestic assault cases reponed to law enforcement agencies, they concluded
that "men have almost no risk of being assaulted by their wives" (Dobash et al , 1992, p
75). These researchers contend that women are far more likely to be injured in an
altercation with their husband because abusive males tend to be physically larger and
stronger than their victims (Stets. 1990, Walker, 1984). They fun her stated that those

II

women who do use violence against their husband s are acting in self-defense to protect
themselves and their children (Dobash et al. , 1992. Saunders, 1988). Ptacek ( 1988)
suggested that the issue is not whether women are sometimes violent with men but
whether men are sufficiently vict imized by women
social problem equal

to

to

justify elevation to the level of a

wife beating. Despite the controversy over thi s issue. clearly while

women are the most likely victims of spousal violence and more likely to be severely
inju red, there are indeed men who are victimized (Gelles. 1987).
Researchers have also found that parents involved in an abusive relationship are
more likely to abuse their children (Bowker et al. , 1988; Straus et al., 1980, Walker,
1979). Walker ( 1979) found that approximately one third of the wife batterers in her
study also beat their children and in another third of the cases the battered mother beat her
chi ldren.
Theoretical Perspectives
"The literature on domestic violence is characterized by a wealth of descriptive
material and a deanh of systematic theorizing" (Stark & Flitcraft, 199 1, p 130) While
researchers have attempted to use a number of theoretica l approaches to explain spouse
abuse (McCall & Shields, 1986), much of the current research on spouse abuse is based on
the family violence model or the feminist perspective.
The fami ly violence model contends that family violence is distinctive from other
forms of violence because of the unique nature of the fami ly. The family is more private
and intimate than any other social institution. Consequently, famil y violence tends

to

be

more frequent, intense, and all-encompassing than other forms of violence Violence is
learned in childhood from parents and siblings. transmitted from one generation to
another, reinforced by institut ions such as religion and the media, and triggered by
stressors such as disagreements over children, intimacy, and finances (Stark & Flitcraft.
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1991 ; Gelles, 1987; Gelles & Cornell, 1990) This theory proposes that family violence is
governed by the principles of costs and rewards Violence is used when the expected
rewards outweigh the potential costs Due to the private nature of the family and the
reluctance of government and other social institutions to intervene in family issues. these
families perceive the risks to be quite low. In addition, the social structure of the famil y
reduces the costs and increases the rewards of being vio lent. Simply put, "people hit and
abuse fami ly members because they can" (Gelles & Cornell, 1990, p. 116).
Feminist theories suggest that men beat women to gain and/or maintain the power
that they feel they are entitled to due to the structure of our patriarchal society that
teaches men the importance of power and dominance (Walker, 1986). Spouse abuse is
caused by the social and economic forces that support a patriarchal social order and family
structure that, in turn, supports the domi nation of women by men (Dobash & Dob ash,
1979). Violence does not occur as a result of interaction between husband and wife or
because of stress producing events or characteristics; vio lence occurs because of the male
batterer's teamed pattern of power and dominance. The patriarchal order enforces rigid
sex-role patterns of physical aggression for males and passivity for females. characteristics
often found in battering relationships (Walker, 1984). The use of violence by men reflects
their greater power, authority, and social status. Women are considered the propert y of
their husbands and, therefore, he has the right to do what he wants with his own property
(McCall & Shields, 1986). Violence is most likely to occur when the man feels he is
losing his sense of power or control over the wife (Dutton & Browning, 1988 ).
Systems theory of spouse abuse. While traditional cause-effect perspectives such
as the family violence model , feminist theory, learning theories, and psychopathological
models have identified a number of significant factors related to spouse abuse, by
themselves, these single-factor theories cannot fully explain the complex issue of family
violence. As Gelles and Maynard ( 1987) poi nted ou t, "Two decades of empirical research
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on child abuse, wife-beating. and domestic violence are conclusive on one point-the
causes of violence are multidimensional. There is no one cause-not pover1y. not stress,
not mental illness or psycho pathology, not being raised in a violent home. and not alcohol
and/or drugs" (p. 270). A family systems theory approach provides a comprehensive view
of the processes that occur, and the interrelationships between events. people, or other
elements of the entire system. not just single elements within the system. From a systems
perspective, spouse abuse "is the outcome of the complex social interaction within the
family system which exists as pan of a larger social system" (Giles-Sims. 1983, p 19)
While traditional linear theories attempt to explain why abuse occurs. systems theory
attempts to explain how abuse occurs.
According to systems theory, a system is "an interdependent group of components,
with a distinguishable boundary. Systems involve positive and negative feedback
processes, and thresholds of viabi lity that require a cenain amount of change and a cenain
amount of stability. The family, a system composed of individual family members, is seen
as a system within a larger system, that is. society. The family is affected by the larger
society and as such constitutes an open system" (McCall & Shields. 1986. p I 02) It is
the process of interaction between the various components of the family syste m. and the
interaction of the family system with the larger system. that is the core unit of analysis in a
systems approach.
A systems theory approach does not di smiss traditional linear theories as being
invalid, just incomplete (Ford & Lerner, 1992). For example, family violence theory
focuses primarily on the inherently violent nature of families. feminist theory focuses on
the effects of our patriarchal society, learning theories focus on the transmission of
violence from one generation to another. and psychopathological theories focus on
individual characteristics such as ment al illness, personality defects. psychopathology,
sociopathology, alcohol or drug misuse, or other abnormali ties A systems perspective
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considers all these fac tors, along with many others. as well as the interactive processes
between the various elements of the system
Usi ng a general systems theory approach, Giles-Sims ( 1983) developed a six-stage
model of wife battering that provides a useful tool to examine and understand the various
processes that influence battered women's decision to stay, flee , and/or return to violent
relatio nships (Gelles & Maynard, 1987). The six stages of the model are·

I. The establishment of the family system.
2. The first incident of violence
3. Stabilization of the violence
4 . The choice point.
5. Leaving the system.
6. Resolution to more of the same.
In the first stage, which occurs in all families , both violent and nonviolent , the
groundwork is laid for ongoing patterns of interaction, boundaries are established , and
rules evolve which govern the system This new family system is based on the individual
characteri sti cs that the couple developed in their previous family systems.
At the beginning of any couple relationship, each person has already acquired
many historically determined characteristics and behavioral predispositions They
have learned norms, values. and respo nses relating to conflict processes. A
person's history of confli ct and vio lent experiences affects the patterns of conflict
and violence in subsequent relationships. (Giles-Sims, 1983 , p 121)
If a person was physically beaten by parents. or observed violence between parents. then
as an adult he/she is much more likely to be physically violent to his/her own spouse
(Alexander et al., 1991 ; Jaffe, Wolfe. & Wilson. 1990, Straus et al. , 1980) "If violence
has been acceptable in other systems, people are more likely to respond the same way to
violence in new systems" (Giles-Sims, 1983 , p 122) Once these new patterns are
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established within the new system, the feedback processes within the system work to
maintain these patterns, making them very resistant to change.
The second stage involves the first incident of violence between the couple The
internal system of both victim and aggressor monitors the effects of this first incident. If
the violent panner's goals, such as increased power and control. are satisfied , positive
feedback to this new behavior occurs The victim's response to the abuse may also serve
as a source of either positive or negative feedback

If the victim accepts the abuse as a

normal part of marriage. a response that may have been learned through being exposed to
similar acts of violence between his/her own parents, positive feedback occurs. In
contrast, should the victim respond by leaving the violent si tuati on or by seeking aid from
the police o r cou rts, negauve feedback occurs. A violent response by the victim may
serve as a positive reinforcer and esc alate the level of vio lence or may be a negative
reinforcer, thus reducing the likelihood of further vio lent acts.
During stage three, violence becomes stabilized as a cha racteri stic oft he system
Positive feedback to the first act of violence increases the likelihood that the abuse will
continue and increase in severity and/or frequency One act of violence brings about
changes throughout the system that intensifies the connict itself, and further increases the
likelihood of violence. Each subsequent act of violence is grounds for increased levels of
anger and conflict. The response, or lack of response, by o thers such as extended family
members, fiiends, and law enforcement may also serve as a positive reinforce ment to the
abuser that the violence is appropriate and to the victi m that she is powerless to stop the
abuse
ln stage four, the abusive relationship reaches a crisis level when a panicular
incident forces the victim to choose whether to stay in the system or move toward making
a change. The stimulus that moves the victim to this "choice point " (Giles-Sims, 1983 , p
132) may have been a particularly violent incident that may have come to the attention of
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friends, neighbors. or extended family members. This critical incident is a decision point
from which the pan ern of interaction within the system branches in different directions
The violence may escalate still further or the system may go through a process of
reorientation during which the victim moves on to level five.
During stage five, the victim chooses to leave the system. This decision is due to
the critical incident in stage four that may actually occur days, weeks. or even several
months before the victim physically leaves the system. "Staying with or leaving the
abusive man is not a calculated, rational decision women make at a particular point
Leaving is a process that occurs over time" (Giles-Simms, 1983 , p 135). The process of
leaving the relationship begins as the victim becomes more aware of opportunities
available in other systems such as the availability of shelter services. legal protection such
as protective orders, and support from friends and family. The victim then begins to
bridge the boundaries of the system and move into the new system. The feedback to this
move is critical: positive feedback within the new system must be sufficient

to

overcome

the inevitable negative feedback from the old system Without this positive feedback from
the new system, the victim is likely to remain in the abusive relationship
During the sixth, and final , stage, victims face the most critical decision as they are
faced with three possible alternatives First. they may return to the previous system
without any changes, in which the victim returns to the violent relationship where old
panerns of abuse are reestablished . This decision may be particularly dangerous since the
victim's attempt to leave the system may result in escalated levels of violence The second
possible choice involves the victim's return to the previous system following. or
concurrent with, changes in the system. The abuser may agree to begin therapy or may
enter a substance abuse treatment program. the couple may seek counseling together, or
the victim may begin to develop interests outside the system These changes may be
permanent or the system may return to its previous form and the cycle of abuse may begin
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again. The third option constitutes a complete break from the previous system as the
victim seeks a permanent separation. This decision may be quite difficult and the system
may go through the entire process several times before the victim reaches this point
Hypotheses
Hypothesis I. Spouse abuse victims who have experienced severe abuse and
victims who are of middle and upper socioeconomic status are more likely to return

to

their own homes upon leaving a domestic violence shelter. This hypothesis will test the
effects of severity of abuse and socioeconomic status on the decisi on-making process in
stage six of the Giles-Sims ( 1983) model of abuse discussed above.
Hypothesis II. The incidence of domestic vio lence, as measured by use rates for
domestic violence treatment and shelter services, does not differ significantly between
urban and nonurban counties in Utah.
Straus et al. (1980) found identical rates of husband to wife violence in large cities
(over I,000,000 population) and rural areas (5%) among their survey of2.14J families
The rates for smaller cities and suburban areas were slightly lower (4% and 3%.
respectively). Rates for wife to husband vio lence were significantly higher in large cities
(7%) as compared to smaller cities. suburban areas, and rural areas (3%, 4%, and 3%,
respectively).
Related to this issue is the finding that social isolation raises the risk of severe
violence between spouses since isolation reduces the risk of the abuse being discovered
(Gelles, 1980; Stark & Flitcraft, 1991). Abusive husbands may be able to conceal the
abuse by isolating their family in rural areas compared to urban areas where it is more
difficult to conceal abuse from neighbors in apanment buildings and nearby houses.
However, recent research (Kennedy et al., 1991) suggests that knowledge of the incidence
of family violence may be even higher in nonmetropolitan areas than in cities Isolation
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may also be a component of psychological abuse in that the abuser can track. monitor, and
control the wife's activities and social contacts (Murphy & Cascardi. 1993)
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rvtETHODS
This study examines the characteristics.of spouse abuse victims and abusers in
Utah and the utilization of treatment and shelter services by victims of domestic violence.
Sample

This study used data provided by the Division ofFamily Services, Utah
Department ofHuman Services (DFS). The data were collected by DFS using the Utah
Domestic Violence Client Record form 741-S (see Appendix). The data set consists of all
cases of domestic violence reported to DFS during calendar year 1992. A total of3 , 075
cases was identified through the 741-S system during 1992. However, this includes data
on any secondary victims (primarily children) who are in the home as well as the primary
victim. Therefore, a select statement was used to identify only those cases identified as
the primary victim, which resulted in a final population of 1,363 valid cases for this study.
Consequently, it is assumed that the primary victim is an abused spouse because child
abuse and elder abuse cases are tracked under separate data systems.
Ofthe 1,363 cases, only 19 (1.4%) ofthe victims were male. While this statistic is
reflective ofthe number of men who seek services each year (D. Stuart, personal
communication. March 7, 1994 ), based on the results of the surveys conducted by Rollins
and Oheneba-Sakyi (1990) this should not be considered an accurate indication of the
incidence of wife-to-husband abuse in Utah.
Seventy-five percent (n = l ,023) ofthe victims were white, 10% (n=135) were
Hispanic, 8.4% (n = ll4) were Native Americans, 4% (n=54) were African American, and
less than 2% (n=24) were Asian or Pacific Islander. The ethnicity of the remaining 13
cases ( l%) is unknown. This represents a notable difference from the total ethnic
composition ofUtah that is 93 .8% white, 4.9% Hispanic, 0.7% African American, 1.4%
Native American, 1.9% Asian or Pacific Islander, and 2.2% other races.
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The client's age is not included on the 741-S but it was possible to calculate an
approximate age by subtracting the cliem 's year ofbinh from 1992 Calculated ages
ranged from a low of I year to 72 years of age. The ca lculated mean age is 3 I years of
age, the median age is 30 years, and the mode age is 26 years. Nine cases were calculated
at less than 16 years of age. It is assumed that either the year ofbinh was miscoded or
these cases were secondary victims coded as primary victims.
Seventy-three percem (n = 1,002) of the victims were parems and 25% (n = 349)
were classified as individuals with no children. The remaining 12 cases were classified as
children. which suggests that these cases were miscoded since children should have been
classified as secondary victims.
Only 13% (n=179) of the cases were classified as middle or upper socioeconomic
status (SES) while 33% (n =450) were classified as low SES and the remaining 54%
(n =734) were classified as poverty level. However, the determination of SES is made by
the case worker and there are no established protocols for making this determination .
early one third of the cases (31%, n = 427) were self referrals. 22% (n = 296) were
referred by law enforcemenl agencies, and 14% (n = 187) were referred by a friend . The
remaining 453 cases (33%) were referred by hospital staff, private physician, DFS sta ff.
private social agency. the perpetrator. public health agency, a relat ive, religious leader,
other public agency, other referral source, or were anonymous referrals.
Seventy-nine percent (n = 1,075) of the cases were living at home at the time of
referral, 7% (n =94) were living with a relative, 4.8% were residing at a shelter or
safehouse (n =66), 4.8% were in a foster home (n =65), .and 2.4% were residing at a
boarding house or moteL The remaining cases (n =28) were classified as either transient
or unknown .
Upon leaving the shelter. 41% (n =562) of the cases returned to their own homes
An additional 63 (4 .6%) cases were coded as having returned to their own home with a
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protective order; however, this is may be inaccurate because this code was added to a later
version of the coding sheet and not all the shel ters are usi ng this version (D . Stuan ,
personal communication, March 7, 1994). One hundred seventy cases ( 12.5%) were
living with a relative at closure, 106 (7.8%) were living in a foster home, 66 (4 8%) were
livi ng in a shelter or safehouse, 30 (2 .2%) were living at a boarding house or motel , and
21 (1.5%) were classified as transient. Two cases (0 . 1%) had relocated to a new home
and 2 (0 . 1%) were living at an "institution." The living arrangements at closure were
unknown for 25% (n = 341) ofthe cases.
Frequencies for the relationship of the perpetrator to the primary victim are
presented in Table 1. As expected, the majority of the perpetrators were spouses,
paramours, or boyfriends.

Table I
Perpetrator Relationship to Primary Victim by Number of Cases and Percentage

Relationship

umber

Percentage

1. Spouse

825

60.5

2 . Paramour (live-in)

379

27 .8

3 . Ex-Spouse

65

48

4 . Boyfriend (non live-in)

58

4 .3

5. Parent

II

0 .8

6 . Friend

5

04

7. Other Relative

5

04

8. Child

3

0.2

9. Other/Unknown

12

0 .9

1.3 63

100%

Total
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The 741-S includes a Jist of21 factors that may be present in the abusive
relationship The present form allows the case worker to indicate a maximum of six
factors in each case. Table 2 presents a rank order listing of factors present and the total
number and percentage of cases that identified each factor .
A primary purpose of the 741-S system is to track the number and type of services
provided by domestic violence service providers in Utah. The case worker identifies
which of the nine primary services are provided for each client. These data are
summarized in Table 3. Along with these services, the caseworker also indicates whether
the client received shelter services. The data for this variable indicate that 1,094 clients
received shelter services whereas item two in Table 3. Services ProvidedShelter/ Safehouse. indicates that only 896 clients received these services. It is assumed
that this discrepancy is due to coding or data entry error by the case worker or DFS staff.
As Tab le 3 indicates, the most common service provided during 1992 was
individual and/or group counseling The 741-S also tracks the total number of individual
and group counseling units for each client. While the variable for counseling services
provided indicates that only 71% of all clients received counseling services, the data for
the number of counseling units indicate that only 2 5% of the cases did not have at least
one individual counseling session. Table 4 summarizes the number of clients who received
individual or group counseling services by the number of units provided.
The significant discrepancy between the units of individual and g roup counseling is
due to the limited contact that case workers have with many clients. Many clients will
contact the provider once to file for a protective order but will not participate in any other
programs such as group counseling. This factor explains the significant number of clients
who receive one individual counseling session but do not participate in group counseling.
which is the preferred treatment method (D . Stuart, personal communication, March 22,
1994).
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Table 2
Factors Present in Spouse Abuse Cases bv

Factor Present

umber and Percentage of Cases

Number

Perce ntage

I. Physical abuse of spouse/fight

882

64 7

2. Fami ly discord

722

53 .0

3. Loss of control

616

45 2

4. AJcoholdependence

511

37 5

5. Chronic family violence

458

33 6

6. Perpetrator abused as child

257

18 9

7. Broken family

20 1

14 .7

8. Unempl oy ment

200

14.7

9. Victim abused as child

191

14.0

I 0. Drug dependence

165

12 I

II . Children abused

139

10.2

12. Health problems

133

98

13 . Criminal history (perpetrator)

119

87

14. Income insufficiency/misuse

101

74

15 . Social isolation

78

5.7

16. Inadequate housing

75

ss

17. Recent relocation

52

3.8

18. Mutual abuse

~8

J5

19 Incapacity due to handicap/ ill ness

48

35

20. Heavy child care responsibility

38

28

21 . Mental retardation

4

03
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Table 3
Services Provided by Number and Percentage of Cases

Type of Service

Number

Percentage

I. Casework!IndividuaVGroup Counseling

963

70.7

2. Shelter/Safehouse

896

65 .7

3. Community Resource Coordination

633

46.4

4. Civil Court Referral (Protective Order)

457

33 .5

5. Health Services (Including Mental Health)

310

22.7

6. Housing Authority Referral

298

21.9

7. Self Sufficiency Referral (e.g., Job Training)

245

18 .0

8. Day Care Services

199

14 .6

9. Criminal Action Taken

54

4.0

When a victim is sheltered and is accompanied by dependent children, the
shelter/safehouse or DFS staff determines if the client is eligible for Title IV- A Emergency
Shelter Services. Eligibility for IV -A assistance is defined as:
Victims entering the shelter with dependent chi ldren under age 18 (or 18 if full
time students in a secondary school or the equivalent level of vocational or
technical training and reasonably expected

to

complete the program before

reaching age 19), who have been temporarily or permanently deprived of support
as a result of domestic vio lence. (Utah Department of Human Services, 1993 , p. 2)
In addition, the client must not exceed specific monthly income requirements which, at
present, range from $553 per month for a victim with no children to $1 ,398 per month for
a victim with five children. Forty-one percent (n =555) of the cases in this study were
determined to be eligible for Title IV -A assistance.
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Table 4
Number of Individual and Grou12 Counseli ng Units Provided

Indi vidual
U nits

Groue

Cases

Percentase

Cases

Percentase

34

2.5

881

64 .6

655

48 . 1

143

10 .5

249

18 .3

124

9. 1

119

87

35

2.6

94

6.9

64

4 .7

46

3.4

26

1.9

6

40

2.9

41

3 .0

7

23

1.7

16

1.2

8

32

2 .3

17

1. 2

9

10

0.7

10

13

1.0

5

0.4

> 10

48

3.5

8

0 .6

0

2

4

0.2

Each victim listed on the 741-S is identified as being either a parent, child, or an
adult with no children. In this population, 73 .5% (n = 1,002) of the primary victims were
classified as a parent and 25 .6% (n = 349) were classified as an individual wi th no children.
Twelve cases (0.9%) were classified as children. Since·the primary victims in the 74 1-S
data set should all be spouse abuse victims, it is assumed that these cases were either
miscoded on this variable or are secondary victims miscoded as primary victims .
The primary and second ary type of abuse is recorded for each victim . Table 5
shows the frequency of each type of abuse and the percentage of cases id entifYi ng each as

_6

Table 5
Prima!}' and Seconda!}' T:t11es of Abuse b:t Number of Percentage of Cases

Prima:x
T~J2e

Seconda:x

Cases

Percent alle

Cases

Percental!e

Physical Abuse

986

72.3

99

7.3

Emot ional Maltreatment

290

21.3

488

35 .8

Threat of Violence

61

4.5

168

12.3

Sexual Abuse

19

1.4

17

1.2

Physical Neglect

4

0.3

J

0.2

Educational/Vocational Neglect

0. 1

2

0. 1

Exploitation

0. 1

of Abuse

0. 1

0. 1

4

Medical Neglect

0

0

2

Nutritio nal Neglect

0

0

0. 1

Accompanying Child

0

0

01

No Seconda!J: T~12e

NI A

N/A

577

42 .3

1,363

100%

1,363

100%

Misuse of Funds/Resources

Total

0.3
0. 1

the primary or secondary type of abuse. As noted above, there are two different coding
sheets currently in use at shelters throughou t Utah. The category Accompanying Child is
included on one forrn of the coding sheet but not on the other. Therefore. the validity of
the frequency for this category is questionable.
The severity of abuse is determined by the level of medical treatment the patient
required . There are five possible levels of severity· no treatment, moderate (outpatient
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treatment only), serious (required hospitalization), permanent di sability, and fatal
However, there were no cases in the permanent disabi lity o r fatal categories report ed
during 1992. Table 6 compares the severity of abuse with th e primary type of abuse .
Only the primary type of abuse is used since it is assumed that the primary type of abu se
will be the most severe.

Table 6
Severity of Abu se by Primary Type of Abuse

Severit
No Treatment

Moderate

Serious

Physical Abuse

830

141

15

Emotional Maltreatment

276

14

0

Type of Abuse

Threat of Violence

56

Sexual Abuse

13

6

0

Physical Neglect

4

0

0

EducationaVV ocational Neglect

0

0

Exploitation

0

0

Misuse of Funds/Resources

0

0

166

15

Total

I, 182

0

As the table indicates, the mo st serious cases of abuse are associated with physical
abu se, emoti o nal maltreatment, threat s of violence, and sexual abuse. However.
determining the severity of abuse based o n the level of medical treatment required does

not consider the severity of emotional. social, and financial abuse that is associated with
the other types of abuse.
The addition of the county of residence variable revealed that spouse abuse victims
from 22 of Uta h's 29 counties sought domestic violence services during 1992, no cases
were reponed in Daggen. Juab, Kane, Morgan, Piute, Rich, and Wayne cou nties.
Services were also provided for 80 non-Utah residents. The total number of cases per
county and population-adjusted rates are presented in the results section.
The starting dates for sheher services by month are presented in Figure I While
the staning date for shelter services remained relatively constant throughout the year.
there was a slight increase during the summer months. Due to coding errors in the 741-S
system, it was not possible to determine the frequency of cases by the month of referral .
therefore, it was necessary to use the staning date of shelter services to determine use
rates by month .

.bl

lUI

MT

Ap-

M1y

.b1

.li

~

~bdt

~

Number of cases by month sheher services staned

Sep

lli

N!Y

lk

29
Procedure
The 74 I-S Domestic Violence Client Record was implemented by DFS in late
I99 I. with I 992 being the first full yea r of data collection. The system was created to
track the incidence of domestic violence referral s, the characteristics of victims and
perpetrators of spouse abuse, and the services provided by domestic vio lence shelters,
safehouses. and other agencies within Utah. A 74 I-S form is completed on any case of
domestic violence that is reponed directly to DFS or to any safehouse, shelter, or other
provider. Providers must complete and submit a form on each case to receive
reimbursement for services provided through Title IV-A funds . The form is not submitted
to DFS until the client has completed or terminated services. This study is the first
significant analysis using this valuable data source.
As an employee of the Weber-Morgan Distri ct Health Department conduct ing a
study funded by the Utah Department of Health, the author is bound by the confidentiall y
requirements of the Utah health code, which states: "All information .

shall be held in

strict confidence by the person or organization to which it is provided, and any use.
release or publication resulting therefrom shall be made so as to preclude identification of
any person or persons studied" (U C A 26-25-4) In addition, the author is bound by the
confidentially requirements of Utah State University, the Utah Department of Human
Services, and by all other federal, state, and local confidentiality Jaws, rules. and
regulations applicable to this study. A research proposal was submitted, reviewed. and
approved by the Utah State University Human Subjects Committee and the Utah
Department of Human Services Human Subjects Committee before the data were released
to the author.
This study required a special download from the 74 I-S system.

ames and

addresses of clients and all other means of identification were not included in the
download to preserve confidentiality However, the client's city of residence was included
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in order to determine the county of residence. Each case was manually reviewed and a
variable for county of residence was added.

Statistical Methods
AJI data were analyzed using SPSS/PC+ using the data files provided by DFS.
While a control file was also provided by DFS, several changes had to be made to this file
to correct errors and missing information. Because this study used an existing data
source, the analysis was limited to those variables included on the 741-S form. The
analysis was further limited by the coding and data entry methods used by DFS. This form
was primarily designed for use as a tracking form rather than a data collection instrument
with an emphasis on ease of use for case workers and shelter staff Statistical analysis was
limited to frequencies, descriptives, cross tabulations, and 1 tests using collapsed variables.
Significance will be determined using a .0 1 threshold.
Hypothesis L The 741-S system includes information on the client's
socioeconomic status, living arrangements at the time of referral and at the conclusion of
services, and the severity based on the level of medical treatment required . There are no
set protocols for determining socioeconomic status. Consequently, determination of SES
is based on the subjective opinion of the case worker. Living arrangements at referral and
closure were cross tabulated with socioeconomic status, severity of abuse, and the SESrelated variables of income insufficiency/misuse, inadequate housing, and unemployment
from the list of factors present
Hypothesis II. As indicated above, the county of residence was determined for
each case based on the client's city of residence, and a new variable for county of residence
was added to each case. It was necessary to recede from city to county of residence to
facilitate statistical analysis, because of the availability of county population estimates for
1992 and because residents of unicorporated areas must often use a nearby city in their

JI
address although they do not live withm the city boundaries and would not be included in
city population statistics. Incident rates were calculated for each county using 1992
population estimates (Utah Depanment of Health, 1993) as the denominator For th1s
study, urban counties are defined as those counties with a minimum population of I00,000
persons (Davis. Salt Lake, Utah, and Weber Counties). All remaining counties are
considered nonurban (Beaver, Box Elder, Cache, Daggett, Duchesne, Emery, Garfield,
Grand, Iron, Juab, Kane, Millard. Morgan. Piute, Rich, San Juan, Sanpete. Sevier,
Summit, Tooele, Uintah, Wasatch, Washington, Wayne).
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RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to analyze the use of treatment and shelter services
by primary victims of domestic violence in Utah This section will discuss the major
findings of the study based on the two primary hypotheses presented above.

Living Arrangements at Closure and
Socioeconomic Status
The purpose of the first hypothesis was to determine if spouse abuse victims of
lower socioeconomic status (SES) are more likely than victims of higher SES to return to
their homes after receiving services. For this analysis, theSES variable was recoded to
create two values, upper/middle and lowerlpoveny Additionally, the livingarrangement s-at-closing variable was co ll apsed into two categories : returned
home-comprised of the values "own home/residence" and "own home with protective
order"-and other location-comprised of the values "board/room, hotel ," "living with
friend ," "living with relatives," "shelter/safehouse," "transient," "foster home, " institut ion, "
and "relocated in new home " The collapsed variables were cross tabulated and chi-square
was calculated to measure association The results of this analysis are presented in Table
7. These data suggest that spouse abuse victims of lower and poveny SES are less likely
to return to their own homes at closure than victims of middle and upper SES
To test this relationship funher , living arrangements at closure was cross tabu lated
with the three SES-related factors from the list of factors present. While there was no
significant relationship between living arrangements at closing and income
insufficiency/misuse (chi -square = 2 54,p = II) or inadequate housing (chi-square= 74,
p = .39), there was a positive relationship between unemployment and the likelihood that
the victim would return to his/her own home (chi-square= 6.26, p = 01) When this
relationship is reexamined controlling for SES, the assoc iation is significant for clients of
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Table 7
Living Arrangements at Closure by Socioeconomic Status

Socioeconomic Status
Living Arrangements

Upper/Middle

Lower/Poverty

Total

Returned Home

116 (65%)

509 (43%)

625

Other Arrangements

63 (35 %)

675 (57%)

738

At Closure

Total
179 (100%)
ote. Chi-square = 29.80 ( I dj) , p < .000 I

1, 184 (100%)

1,363

lower/poverty status (chi-square= 8 30, p = .004) but not for clients of middle/upper SES
(chi-square = .00038, p = .98).
A cross tabulation of living arrangements at closing with severity of abuse suggests
that severity of abuse is not related to living arrangements at closure (chi-square = 4 97, p
= .08). Additionally, severity of abuse may not be a reliable predictor because the
determination of severity is based on the level of medical treatment required and ,
consequently, does not consider the effects of abuse that does not require medical
attention.
The type of abuse variable was receded into two broad categories. violent and
nonviolent abuse. The violent category includes physical abuse, sexua l abuse/rape, and
threat of violence. The nonviolent category includes emotional maltreatment,
educationaVvocational neglect, exploitation. misuse of fund s/resources. medical neglect.
nutritional neglect , and physical neglect. Li ving arrangements was also receded to two
categories, returned home and other living arrangements A cross tabulation of the two
receded variables indicates a significant relat ionship between violent abu se and the
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likelihood that the victim will return home as shown in Table 8. Simply stated, victims of
violent forms of abuse are less likely to return to their own homes than victims of
no nviolent forms of abuse. When SES is controlled for, this relationship remains
significant for victims classified as lower and poveny SES (chi -square= 45 .80, p < .000 I)
but not for victims classified as upper and middle SES (chi-square= 1.33 , p = .25) .

Table 8
Type of Violence and Living Arrangements at Cl osure

Type of Abuse
Living Arrangements

Vio lent

No nvio lent

Total

Returned Home

434(41%)

19 1 (64%)

625

Other Arrangements

632 (59%)

106 (36%)

738

297 ( 100%)

1,363

at Closure

Total
1,066 (100%)
Note. chi-square= 52.09 (I dj), p < .000 I.

Use of Do mestic Violence Services in
Urban and Nonurban Counties
The second hypothesis suggests that the victim characteri stics and use of domestic
violence services were consistent in urban and nonurban counties in Utah . Table 9
presents the total number of cases and population-adjusted rate for each county and for
the combined urban and nonurban counties.
As noted in Table 9, the total population-adj usted rate for nonurban counties is
nearly twice as high as the rate for urban co unt ies. Of panicular interest are the
significantly higher rates for Grand and Carbo n counties. Use rates fo r domestic violence
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Table 9
umber of Cases and Rates ger CQunt:t

Count;t of Residence

Total Cases

Po2ulation

Rate 2er I0,000

49

201,000

2 44

Salt Lake

469

765 ,000

6. 13

Utah

136

279,000

4 87

Weber

156

166,000

9 40

Total Urban

810

1.411.000

5 74

2

4,900

4 08

Box Elder

80

37,500

21 33

Cache

77

74,000

10.41

Carbon

95

20.600

46. 12

Daggett

0

700

0 00

Duchesne

2

12.900

I 55

Emery

5

10,200

49

4, 100

2 43

Davis

Beaver

Garfield
Grand

39

7,150

54 55

Lron

40

22,400

17 86

Juab

0

6, !5 0

0 00

Kane

0

5,350

0 00

Millard

6

11 ,700

5 13

Morgan

0

5.850

0 00

Piute

0

1,350

0.00

Rich

0

1,750

0 00
(tall ! ~

continues)
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San Juan

16

13 , 100

12.21

Sanpete

10

17,500

5. 71

Sevier

20

16,000

12 .5

Summit

9

18,400

4.89

Tooele

24

27,800

8.63

Uintah

10

23 ,600

4.24

2

10,800

1.85

10

55,000

1.82

0

2, ISO

0.00

448

410,950

10.90

Wasatch
Washingto n
Wa~ne

Total Nonurban

*1 ,258
I ,822,000
6.90
Total Utah
Note. All population estimates as of July I, 1992. The estimated population fo r the state
does not sum due to rounding ofthe county estimates (Utah Department of Health, 1993).
*Does not include non-Utah residents.

services in these two eastern Utah co unties are several times higher than the rate for
Weber County, the urban county with the highest use rate . The factors associated with
this increased rate are beyond the capabilities of this study but merit further at tention.
The 21 factors present were coll apsed into three broad categories, vio lence
factors, social-psychological facto rs, and famil y factors . The violence factors category
includes perpetrator abused as a child, children abused, chronic family violence, loss of
control, mutual abuse, physical abuse of spouse/fi ght, criminal hi story (perpetrator), and
victim abused as a child. The social-p sychological category includes alco hol dependence,
drug dependence, incapacity due to hand icap/ill ness, mental ret ardatio n, and mental health
problems. The final category, fami ly factors , includes broken family, famil y discord, heavy
child-care responsibility, income in sufficiency/misuse, inadequate housing, recent
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relocation, social isol ation, and unemployment Similarly, the list of services provided was
collapsed int o a single variable.

I -test analyses suggest a significant difference in the average

frequency of

combined vio lence facto rs for urban (M = 2. 17, SQ = 1.02) and nonurban (M = I 70, SQ
= 1.06) count ies(!= 7.76, df = l,256 , p < .00 1). There was also a significant difference in
the average combined frequency of combined family factors for urban (M = 96, SD = 92)
and nonurban (M = 1.24, SD = 1.26) counties(! = -4 46, df = I ,256, p < .00 I)
However, no significant difference was identified for the average frequency of combined
social-psychological factors for urban (M = 67 , SQ = .74) and nonurban (M = 57, SQ =
71) counties (!= 2.38, df= I ,256, p = 0 18). I-test analysis of the average frequency of
combined services provided also suggests a significant difference between urban (M =
3.29, SQ = 2.02) and nonurban (M
.001) .

= 2.35, SQ =

1. 25) cou nt ies(!= 8.91, dj = l ,256,p <
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DISCUSSION

Using data provided by the Utah Division of Family Services, this study has
analyzed the characteristics of victims of domestic violence who seek assistance from
safehouses, shelters, and other service providers throughout Utah . This section will use
the results presented above to develop a series of conclusions that may be beneficial to
family violence researchers, care providers, prevention specialists, and legislative and
community leaders. The limitations of the data and the analysis will then be discussed .
The section will conclude with several recommendations for revising the 741-S form and
suggestions for future research .

Conclusions
Hypothesis I. The purpose of the first hypothesis was to determine the effects that
socioeconomic status and severity of abuse have on a victim's deci sion to return to his/her
own home upon termination of shelter and/or other domestic violence services. The data
supported the first part of the hypothesis, the effect of socioeconomic status on the
decision to return home, but not the second, the effect of severity on the decision-making
process.
This analysis suggests that, among this population, victims of spouse abuse of
middle and upper status are more likely to return to their own homes than are victims of
abuse classified as lower and poverty status. This relationship is particularly clear in
domestic settings where unemployment is identified as a significant factor . However, the
current 741-S does not record whether it is the victim, perpetrator, o r both who are
unemployed. Spouse abuse victims from middle and upper socioeconomic levels may not
qualifY for public assistance programs where eligibility is based on income and they may be
hesitant to seek shelter from friends or family members. Consequently, these victims may
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be vulnerable to promises of change from the abusive partner and choose to return home
instead of pursuing other options (Giles-S ims. 1983)
An analysis ofliving arrangements at closing and severity of abuse did not establish
a significant relationship between these variables. However, this finding may have been
confounded by the method used to classify severity of abuse . The current 741-S classifies
severity according to the level of medical treatment required . Consequently. all cases that
do not require medical treatment are classified "no treatment" whatever these erity of
emotional or psychological abuse associated with nonphysical forms of punishment. such
as emotional abuse or threats of physical violence
Gelles ( 1987) found that the more severe and frequent the violence, the more likely
the wife is to seek outside assistance. Only 42% of the women in his study who had been
struck once in the marriage had sought some type of intervention. while 100% of the
women who had been hit at least once in a month and 83% of the women who had been
struck at least once a week had either obtained a divorce or separation. called the police.
or gone to a social service agency. The current 741-S form does not include any
information on the frequency of abuse prior to seeking domestic violence services.
In the same study, Gelles ( 1987) found that women with limited financial resources
were more likely to remain with their husbands than women who were employed and/or
had more economic resources. "The more resources a wife has. the more she is able to
support herself and her children, the more she will have a low threshold of violence and
call outside agents or agencies to he! p her. Thus. the less dependent a wife is on her
husband, the more likely she is

to

call for help in instances of violence" (Gelles, 1987, p

116).
These findings also add support to the decision-making process outlined in the
sixth stage of Giles-Sims's (1983) general systems model of spouse abuse Her model
suggests that , while a victim may seek shelter. counseling and other services. she is likely
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to return home after leaving the shelter unless there are significant changes in the larger
system that suppon a permanent change, a process Giles-Sims calls "reorientation and
resolution." If the victi m was unemployed or lacked other financial resources before
entering the shelter, she may have no choice but to return home upon leaving the shelter
unless she can enter other systems that will suppon a permanent change, such as finding
employment , moving in with friends or relatives, returning to school, or entering a
vocational training program. However, as Giles-Sims ( 1983) stated .
Complete reorientation and resolution is a long and difficult process Members of
the new system must reorient their goals, reestablish boundaries that exclude a
former member, and establish new patterns of interaction to maintain that system
and satisfy the goal states of the various members of the system (p 139)
Additional research is needed to identify the most effective means of supponing victims of
spouse abuse in this difficult process.
Hypothesis II. The purpose of the second hypothesis was to identify the
differences between spouse abuse victims in urban and nonurban areas of Utah Based on
the results of this analysis, the hypothesis that there is no significant difference in spouse
abuse rates in urban and nonurban counties was rejected As indicated in Table 8. the rate
of spouse abuse, as suggested by the number of victims who seek domestic violence
services, is nearly twice as high in nonurban areas of Utah as it is in urban areas of the
state.
This finding should be interpreted with extreme cauti on. Because this analysis is
based on data collected from victims of abuse who seek services through state-supponed
providers, these findings should not be used to estimate the actual incidence of spouse
abuse in Utah. This study only repons the rate for victims who seek assistance Based on
their random survey of I ,471 Utah residential units, Rollins and Oheneba-Sakyi ( 1990)
estimated that the rate of husband-to-wife violence was 34 per 1,000 households and wife-
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to-husband violence was 53 per I,000 households during 1986. These were slightly
higher than the U.S. rates of30 per I,000 hou seholds for husband -to-wife violence and 44
per 1,000 households for wife-to-husband violence during 1985 (Straus & Gelles, 1986)
These rates are considerably higher than the rate of2 .J4 per I ,000 Utah households
identified in this study. However, the disparity between the actual rate of spouse abu se
and the rate for victims who seek domestic violence services suggests the tremendous
need for domestic violence services that has yet to be filled.
While the national surveys by Straus and colleagues (Straus & Gelles, 1986, Straus
et al. , 1980) and the survey conducted in Utah (Rollins & Oheneba-Sakyi , 1990) all
suggest that wife-to-husband violence may be more prevalent than husband-to-wife
violence, only 1.4% of the victims the cases in the present study were males. At present,
only one domestic violence shelter in Utah is able to hou se male victim s, but the remaining
facilities are able to provi de shelter services through con tacts with local motel s. All other
treatment services offered to female victims are also available to male victims of spouse
abuse. However, male abuse victims are not requesting these services Abused males may
be less likely to seek assistance due to cultural factors such as traditi onal male gender
roles, potential embarrassment for males who admit they are abused, and the influence of
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints that places a high priority on selfsufficiency and family harmony. Another significant factor may be the lack of treatment
programs for male victims.
The distribution of cases in this study suppo11s the need for facilities that can
provide a full array of domestic violence shelter and treatment services throughout the
state. One significant advantage of manually reced ing each case to identifY the client's
county of residence is that the author had the oppo11u nity to see where each case was
located. While the significant number of cases from urban areas such as Salt Lake City,
Ogden, and Provo and larger nonurb an areas such as Logan, Brigham City, and St
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George would be expected, it was surprising to see the large number of cases from much
smaller towns such as Wellington and Sunnyside in Carbon county and Aneth in rural San
Juan county. Much additional research is needed to identi fy the factors associated with
the significantly higher rates identified in these areas.
The results of this analysis also suggest the potential value of conducting domestic
violence research at the local level. Although the national survey by Straus and co lleagues
(Straus & Gelles, 1986; Straus et al. , 1980) and the similar Utah survey by Rollins and
Oheneba-Sakyi ( 1990) have provided an in aluable knowledge base, these studies are not
able to identify the fac tors that effect the incidence of family violence within each
co mmunity. Research conducted at the local level provides shelters, law enforcement
agencies, healt h care providers, community leaders, and prevention specialists wit h
valuable data that can identify specific areas of need fo r treatment and prevention services
within the community. The significant difference in the factors present in urban and
nonurban areas also points out the need for identifying the specific factors in each
commu nity that affect the incidence of family violence
Limitations
This study used existing data co llected by domestic violence shelter workers and
Division of Family Services case workers This study constitutes the first major analysis
of this data si nce the 741-S form was designed and implemented in 1991 Consequently,
there are several problems with the existing form that have made data analysis difficu lt
One of the most signifi cant problems with the cu rrent form is the lack of consistent
definitions in several key areas. At present, there are no guidelines for determining
socioeconomic status and the case workers are forced to make a subjective determination
based on their experience and available information about the client (0 Stuan, personal
conversati on, Janu ary 12, 1994) There are also no definitions for the list of21 possible
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factors present (LeRoy Franke, personal conversation, February 2, 1994) Consequently,
it is not known if factors such as loss of control, mental health problems. and
unemployment apply to the vict im, perpetrator, both, or anyone living in the household It
is also difficult to determine what const itut es fam ily discord, chrome family violence,
heavy chi ld-care responsibility, and receJII relocation. In addition, the case workers and

shelter staff receive no training in collecting the data and. in the case of smaller shelters
and safehouses. the persons responsible for completing the forms may be lay volunteers
who have received little if any training
Another possible limitation of this study is the accuracy of the data The analysis
identified severa l instances in which cases identified factors that should normally be
attached

to

a secondary victim but were included in this analysis of primary victims (such

as the 12 cases that identified the victi m as a child). During analysis, the author also
discovered the existence of two different coding sheets that were in use in various
facilities. While the difference between the sheets was mi nimal, it did limit the analysis of
two variables (living arrangement s at closure and type of abuse) and suggests that a
communication problem exists between the Divisio n of Family Services and the case
workers in the field The confusion created by this communication breakdown and the
complicated format of the present form may have reduced official repon ing rates
Consequently, case workers and clients may fail to report some cases of abuse, which may
explain a portion of the discrepancy between the est imated and officially repon ed rates of
spouse abuse.
This study was also limited by the number of cases reported during 1992 The
741-S system was not implemented until late 1991 and 1992 was the first full year that the
data were collected. Additional studies are needed to validate the findings of this st udy.
identifY trends in the spouse abuse problem over time, and to identifY relationships

to
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between the use of domestic violence services and socio-historical events such as high
profile spouse abuse cases, media campaigns, and outreach activities.
Possibly the most significant limitation of this study is that the data are confined to
victims of spouse abuse who seek assistance. While the data in this analysis reflect this
population, it cannot be generalized to the entire population. Additional research is
needed to identify the characteristics of those who do not seek assistance to fully
understand the nature ofthe spouse abuse problem in Utah. Such research should also
attempt to identify the factors that caused the victims in the present study to seek
assistance while others do not.

Recommendations
Revision of the 741-S Form. Based on the results ofthis analysis, it is
recommended that the Utah Division ofFamily Services revise the 741-S form in order to
increase the reliability of the data and to increase the ease of data collection and data
entry. The new form should be implemented at the beginning of a calendar year and all
copies ofthe existing form and all codebooks should be destroyed to ensure that only one
version is used throughout the state. A comprehensive handbook should also be prepared
together with the new form that includes the specific guidelines, definitions, and criteria
necessary to complete the form . In addition, an ongoing program should be developed to
train shelter staff and case workers on the proper methods of collecting the necessary data
and completing the revised form .
The list of factors present was compiled from other existing data collection tools,
supplemented with additional factors identified by DFS staff. Subsequently, the form was
printed and distributed without developing definitions for any of the factors, and case
workers are left to attach their own definitions to each factor and, in some cases, to whom
each factor applies. Clear definitions should be developed for each factor and included in
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the handbook. It is further recommended that DFS attempt to identify similar lists
currently in use in other states that could be applied in Utah, thus allowing the data to be
compared with other areas. Specific criteria for determining socioeconomic status should
also be developed and included in the handbook and training. This should correspond
with established criteria such as census classifications or Medicaid eligibility and should be
modified as needed.
The current two-character alphabetic codes should be replaced with numeric
codes. The use of alphabetic characters would be understandable if the case worker were
required to transfer the codes from the coding sheet to a blank form . However, the 74 1-S
only requires the case worker to circle the appropriate response and it would be just as
easy to circle a number code as an alphabetic code. Using numeric codes makes data
analysis much easier and allows certain statistical analyses that require numeric variables .
The current form limits the case worker to identifying a maximum of six factors
present and six services provided for each client. Consequently, the case worker may not
be able to identify all the pertinent factors or services related to a particular case and is
forced to decide which are most important and should be included on the form. Since
each of the 21 factors present and nine services provided are entered as separate fields,
case workers should be able to include all the pertinent factors and services fo r each case.
The new form should also include a method of determining the severity of abuse
that includes cases that do not require medical treatment, such as cases involving
emotional maltreatment, exploitation, or threat ofviolence. It would also be valuable to
have data on the frequency of violent episodes and the duration of the violent relationship .
Data Entry. During this analysis several data entry problems were identified that
could be eliminated as part of the transition to a new 741-S form . Many of these problems
could be eliminated by using dBASE (or any other database software capable of exporting
a file in dBASE format) instead of entering the data directly into SPSS. The author began
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using such a system several years ago with other data sets, and data entry errors have
virtually been eliminated. Using a database system for data entry allows the operator to
create a form that is similar in appearance to the paper form . This allows the data entry
clerk to compare the data with the original form and correct any errors as the case is
entered instead of waiting for the data to be analyzed and then trying to identify the
problem case. The data can also be viewed in columnar format to identify improperly
entered data, and specific limits can be placed on each variable to limit the possible values,
thus limiting the possibility of entering the wrong code. During the creation of the
compressed file, SPSS identified four cases with improper values in specific variables.
However, due to the data entry method currently in use, it was impossible to determine
which cases these were or to even determine if these cases were included in the
compressed file that included only the primary victims or if these were cases involving
secondary victims.
Such a system would allow certain variables to be linked together to increase the
reliability of the data entry. For example, the analysis found that 97.5% of all primary
victims participated in at least one counseling session while only 70.7% of the cases
identified counseling as one of the services provided. By linking these variables, the
cursor would automatically jump to the counseling unjts field whenever counseling is
identified as a service provided while it would skip the uruts field if this service is not
provided.
Using a database system would also make it possible for shelters and DFS field
offices to do their own data entry and submit the case records on disk or by modem . This
would also make this information accessible to service providers for case management
purposes and for analysis of cases within their service area using the analysis tools
included with the database software. Current software prices would make the conversion
to such a system feasible for any facility equipped with the necessary computer hardware.

~7

Recommend ations for Future Research
The need for domestic violence research is well established . While conducting thi s
analysis, many comments were received from DFS staff and shelter workers on the
desperate need for the type of data included in this study. However, whi le this study has
provided a baseline analysis, much additional resea rch must be done to understand the
spouse abuse problem in Utah .
This study has implicated the need for data analysis on a local basis. Further
research of this nature is needed to determine why the rate of spouse abuse victims who
seek assistance is so much higher in Carbon County than in neighboring Sanpete County
and to identify the significant factors related to the spouse abuse problem in both these
areas.
Additional research is also needed to identi fy the characteri stics of spouse abuse
victims and perpetrators. The lack of clear definitions made such an analysis impossible in
this study but fu rther research shou ld be conducted after the 741 -S is revised
Finally, additional research is needed to identify the characteristics of spouse abuse
victims who do not seek assistance, as well as their abusers. and to identify the barriers
that prevent them from seeking and/or obtaining assistance. The victims discussed in this
analysis represent the "lucky ones" who were able to seek and obtain help. However, for
every victi m represented in this analysis there are tens, hundred s, maybe even thousa nd s of
victims of spouse abuse who continue to suffer in silence. Future research must be
dedicated to identifying these indi vid uals and their abusers so that both may receive the
help they need so that the chain of violence can finally be broken.
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE CLIENT RECORD
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